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An Overview e

The Transportation Investments Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) grant pisgram  Analyst in Transportation
discretionary program providing grants to surface transportation projects on a competitive t Policy

with recipients selected by the U.S. Department of Transportation (DQFigittated in the

American Recovery and Reinvestment AEPOO9(ARRA; P.L. 1115), where it was called

September 16, 2019

“national infrastructure invest ment;inhFY2018 1 1n
the program was renamed the Better Utilizingdstments to Leverage Development (BUILD)
program

Although the programs s t a t e tb fupdpnojects of ®atianal, regional, and metropolitan area significance, in practice

its funding has gone more toward projects of regional and metropaligasignificance. In large part this is a function of
congressional intent, as Congress has directed that the funds be distributed equitably across geographic areas, between rural
and urban areas, and among transportation modes, and has set relativelyilownmanant thresholdsgrrently$5 million

for urban projects, $1 million for rural project$he average grant size has been in therfillibn to $15 million range

such sums are only a small portion of the funding requirements for projects of nsigprifidance.

The TIGER/BUILD program is not a statutory progra@ongress has continued the progtayrproviding funding for it

each year in thannual DOT appropriatiorect It isa popular program in part becadse most of its existence it has been

one ofafew transportation gramirograms that offer regional and local governments the opportunity to apply directly to the
federal government for funding, and oneadéw thatoffer states additional funding beyond their anrhighway and public
trangortation formula funding. The program is headlersubscribedyver thelO-year period FY20092018, the amount

of funding applied for totaled around 24 times the amount of money available for grants.

The U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO) haported that, while DOT has selection criteria for the TIGER grant
program, it has sometimes awarded grants to loamked projects while bypassing higlranked projects without

explaining why it did so, raising questions about the integrity of thetsmbeprocess. DOT has responded that while its
project rankings are based on transportata&lated criteria, such as safety and economic impact, it must sometimes select
lower-ranking projects over higheanking ones to comply with other selection crdeestablished by Congress, such as
geographic balance and a balance between rural and urban awards.

Although Congress established the parameters of the program, since the grantees are selected bydb@iidination

controls the grant process. TB®ana Administrationdistributed grants relatively evenly across modes and population areas
TheTrump Administration has prioritized grants to road projects in rural anedlse FY2018 round, 69% of the grant funds

went to rural areas. DOdlso announcedat it would favor projectthatprovidednew nonéderal sources of revenue
(“better wutilizing 1invest me subsequentyejdctedvthminitiative, dirécting BOTonpttoe nt ” )
favor projects that provided additional revenue areprojects that requested a low federal share. Congress also capped the
shareof funding that can go to rural areas inresponsetétheni ni stration’s tilt toward awa

DOT has published two reports on tispic of theperformance bprojects thateceived TIGER grants. The reponiste that
measuring the performance of the array of projects in several modes eligible for TIGERsgrhatenging. DOT has
required grantees to develop performance plans and measueesligoroject, beginning before the construction of the
project and continuing for yearEhe reports themselves largely consist of case studies of several projects.
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Background

The Transportation Investments Generating Econor
di screptrioogmaaony i di ng grants to projectasr emf nation:
significamsaua famevameadwespoonhadtioampetitive basis,
selected by the federal Dktpaoctimghntatdd TransporAn
Recovery and RARRIRels.tSmlelnlwh Ac¢ ‘htatwomnadalihdd astrr
inves’{menit has been in sBbgegneng &mpphopheatiyad
of gDb®Odtsenhmegdrogrtdamirzilibmg Bl nvest ments to Levera
(BUILD) progr am.

Unless otherwise noted, all dollar amounts 1n t1l
for inflation over the 1ife of the program, and
figures therefore do not correspond to DOT dat a,

The Origin of the Program
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gures therefore do not correspond to DOT dat a,

1For more information s ee DOT’ s TI G Btipd:/Biitlari3posatidn.goBUILOgrants
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After Earmarks Ended

During the early 2000s, transportatiorg authori ze
numbefr eadmaeditd mrge t iso ntaor ys pgercdimfti rce sppr oo seec ttsa cr it
t his poma2t0ilcle ,t hceo nRfeepruebnlciecsa ni n bot h t he House and
Members from requesting cAddmasks .odn)] dnwsarnSyt a2,
President Obama vowed to vet? any legislation cc

Ithet 2012 surface transpostthda viomg rAdAhaa d ofrdarz aRn oat
theC2ht ufMAPAEPt. L.-14)IC2ngredsocpepdortuni ties for earn
aboil nngohs tDOGfdi scretionary grant pfedsamfacprovidi

transphbundingnt o rne cfioprineunltass .b alsheed Woh GER haant pr
bedmndadt he annual DOGiTnwWapp meopr iMARI lb,d £ dandaetn
of the few reméranngopdinttipmno gmamsy
Th@bama Administraddmtni duidn gi att hiet wspmphog2tlalmd and F Y
budgebut r e quens tFeYd2 0flu2n dainndgAfpd d bevi m ge menged 1in w
Republican hlkaepo®ei 6§ Repprroepsoecsngthagtnidvirensge 1 i mi nat ing i
altogehteheSke,nsaupher pgdadhmd mpondgi mmtceeliwednfunding
cach’syappropriatSiiotclhee | Pgmodmatiiom.Party regained
t h2e081 mi dt e r,m tehlechcddsiupspes 1 zadh Lt semnsehe’(FDOQH a m
Table 1.TIGER/BUILD Grant Program Appropriations
(in millions of current dollars)

Fiscal Year Budget Request House Senate Enacted
2009 NA NA $5,500 $1,500
2010 0 0 1,100 600
2011 0 400 800 527
2012 2,000 3a 550 500
2013 $500 $0 500 474
2014 500 0 550 600
2015 1,250 100 550 500
2016 1,250 100 500 500
2017 1,250 450 525 500
2018 0 (03 55C¢ 1,500
2019 0 750 1,000 900
2020 1,000 1,000 NA NA

Source: Committee reports accompanyiri@epartments of Transportation, Housing and Urban Development,
and Related Agencies appropriations acts, various years.

Notes: NA = not available.

2 CRS Report R4155Fransportation Spending Under an Earmark By Robert S. Kirk, William J. Mallett, and
David RandalPeterman

3 The sizable increases supported by the new House majority began with the final FY2018 amount; that was agreed in
Division G ofP.L. 1166, the Consolidatedppropriations Act, 2019, which was approved by theé"M@6éngress,
which convened in January 2019.
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a. The House did not pass a separate DOT appropriations act in FY2012.
Recommended by House Appropriatio@®mmittee.
Recommended by Senate Appropriations Committee.

Evol udfi onhe Pr&ganam Criteria

Since (hoan g n ed¢t shifieleGE R/ BplUlolghr a m o n atnh ea nannunaula 1b alxQO Ts

appropr igaitWemsmgr asxd¢ t he oppotretruinai tfyo rt ot haed jpursotg rtahne
Some c¢ristuecthi aas a requirement that DOT must ensu
funds geographically anhlabetweem whdbamamads rmeal
Ot hecerri t esua@ah avmtairrd mmamx immbhamveEgrehangddadefrequent]ly
general, the trend has been toward distributing
(through such measures as 7DE®@Ebr$inmmg rtihzee smat xhiemucnh ag
in many ofs threamptrogriatmhei past decade

Merit CEoneirdarati BPoend8mygonHti mul us

Born in the anxPpuwhdayshefeewnbyge2fiQine concerrt
Uu. S. economy, the initial focus of the TIGER/ BUI

to surface transportation ’sprtofjamcsportthatti ovo uvil df i a
and wohualtd be able to spend the money quickly in
considerations 1inocl uvhe dc oampd ¢t hkkee h bl echnoeofdi tosf of t he
compared to the costs.
In subsequent years, as tahldedc anddmyt iwbemgdn mtea itte a
project selec/DEQIhh,e saes csrhiotvemr iian were deter mined a
not been specified in appropriations legislatior
Table 2.Additional TIGER/BU ILD Project Selection Criteria
Fiscal
Year
Merit Criteria Definition Added
Livability/Quality of D SURMHFW:.-V FRQWULEXWLRQ WR LQFUHDVLQ 2011
Life H[SDQGLQJ DFFHVV WR HVVHQWLDO VHUjbk,FH\
health careand other critical destinations
Economic D SURMHFW:V FRQWULEXWLRQ WR LPSURYLQJ 2011
Competitiveness and people
Safety D SURMHFW: -V DELOLW\ WR FR Q WrarispoXidgidoaisR L 2011
and people
State of Good D SURMHFW:V FRQWULEXWLRQ WR PDLQWDLQL 2011
Repair WUDQVSRUWDWLRQ V\VWHP:-V VWDWH RI JRRG
Environmental D SURMHFW -V FR @Wg énergweffickeQeywr&ucirgSdependence « 2011
Sustainability/ oil, reducing congestiorelated emissions, improving water quality, and
Protection otherwiseoffering environmentabenefits
Innovation D SURMHFW:V XVH RI LQQRYDWLYH WHFKQROF 2011

innovative financing

Partnership the extent to which a project shows strong collaboration among a broad ran¢ 2011
of stakeholders, such atate and local governments, other public entities, anc
private or nonprofit entities
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Fiscal

Year

Merit Criteria Definition Added
Additional Non the extent to which a project includes new nfederal revenue for 2018

FederaRevenue transportation infrastructure investment

Source: US."HSDUWPHQW RI 7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ 2IILFH RI WKH 6HFUHWDU\ "1RW
$YDLODELOLW\ 2SSRUWXQLW\ IRU WKH 'HSDUWPHQW RI 7TUDQVSRUWDWLRQ -V
in the Federal Registearious years

Some of thesélcrcttewrth eanhcalidrrexamplhpecidipgr ajr
could reductelabdoergdesmi oenienppoanlttaenrgnoaatdiwaeys b(ye . g . ,
improvememtby altering the roadway togreduce con
traffic signal timing, reshaping intersections).
oiwh e rtehaess second mi ght increase dependence on oil
improving the efficiency oHowhROmo weuncdhets of g o od
confHas tmot been disclosed.

Program Issues

Demand and Supply in Program Funding

Beginning with the fi
that the amount of f
t hrough t(hsed BEQHAL t 2 m

i ta nrnouvanl d gor fa nathwaassrn drsoo wirend e En¥ 2n (
u
t
succeedsnghgeamount p
1
t

s
dinpeapmbuad dDér fhadiggeat
e fedvestrvepprbdbpr gation,

ohidddoWwWaosfhuenw diumgl.t oTyheea rt ot
amount applied for a o dropped significantly af
funding may include e oppotsoi dfivong tolf € ¢ heo Hdoame
7TDEQHhgee ner al 1 i mintoautnitosn sparpopvriodbeedi ,@itmido t hebi I I s

compet it iuonnd ifnogr atnhoantg ft he proponents and constit

One possible reason for the dramatic decline 1in
was the reduction in the maximum grant size that
years ), from a maximum of $100 million in FY20T1E€
billion appl i$8d 8f b lild oYWk k6 represtehated by a t .
exceeded $25 million (nominal) athldThehus exceedec
combination of that lowered cap on grant amount s
new discretionary transportation grant progr ams
decline in the amount appldefdor omrosehefmY2HOY2ZQ 1 8 ,h e
amount of f utnrdiipnlge davailable
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Table 3. Ratio of TIGER/BUILD Funding Applied For and Awarded, FY2009  -2018
(in millions ofconstant 2019 dolla)s

Fiscal Year Amount Applied For Amount Awarded Reqﬁggt(?:vaard

2009 $72,4B $1,690 43
2010 26,244 642 41
2011 15,402 559 28
2012 11,14 526 21
2013 9,752 493 20
2014 9,028 619 15
2015 10,628 511 21
2016 9,8% 512 19
2017 6,40 499 13
2018 11,145 1,56 7

Total 182,063 7,557 24

Source: CRS, based on data from the Department of Transportation.

Notes: Figures were inflated to 2019 dollars using the Direct Capital Nondefense Composite Outlay Deflator

FROXPQ FROXPQ 3 IURP 7DEOH "*URVV 'RP H¥&MiloFicd DaRlesx FW DQG 'HIODW
19402 p SXEOLVKHG LQ WKH 2IILFH RI ODQDJHPHQW DQG %XGJHW 3UHVLGHC
Historical Tables volumehftps://www.whitehouse.gowmb/historicattables).

Since aplicantsaUH UHTXLUHG WR VXEPLW QHZ DSSOLFDWLRQV HDFK \HDU WKH "DF
repeated applications for the same projects, and thasyovercount thetotal amount requested for projects.

CongressionatbrDDiettibution of Grants

Ge o g r aPihsitcr i buti on

One of the directives Congress gave DOT regardir
that “SIhT 1 ensure an equi’tBaeblon dg cws g“magp it the b & 5 tnr 1
th e o neltye goitspluaitdiamece on this point 1s the 1i1imitat ]
funding that c¢can be awarded to projects 1in a sir
a single state YRWrliSn g otulned sF Y200 &80 HBYIWOBD190% duri
rounds.

There have beentaawatrodteadl oovfe r5 5-BhYe2 Ophesrti soBdv eFrYy2 0s0t9a t e
most territories have received at least one grar
Islands have m6al trthasniwvedecd vegrdaai.%9eo fmotsht e ftumtda In g
over thattilbmeacroinosdi de €a bl fso tsshsaar et hoafn t he total U. S.
(12.)I0F t hel ttaotpes by s hare oTe xgarsa,ntNefw nYdoirnkg, rPeecnenis
and Florida alsosorfe daindd ch gs stodfla Iit ehrtésh smpaatpiwolhmatrieo n ,

4Including planning grants.

SDOT’s TIGER/BUILD website displays grant awards on a map o
https://www.transportation.goBUILDgrantsAll-projectsmap (for FY2003FY2017 grants) and
https://www.transportéon.govpolicy-initiativesbuild/build-grants2018awardedprojectsfor FY2018grants.
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while TI1linois, Waasnhdi nvitsosno,u rMa sr seacfe hi fivseredd itlsagr gtehra s
theisofS hahe popDE@HI on (see

I't would be dif ftihkewmhthivfagrtdeeDd® ® st os haarttee hssf t he nat
population, since projadtly amengot hedi sttt od [
mer it and number.

Table 4.Top 10 States by Share of Total TIGER/BUILD Funding Received,
FY2009-FY2018

Share of Total Grant Funding

State Awarded Share of US Population (201 4)
California 6.9% 12.1%
lllinois 5.0% 4.0%
Texas 4.5% 8.5%
New York 4.5% 6.2%
Washington 3.9% 2.2%
Pennsylvania 3.1% 4.0%
North Carolina 3.0% 3.1%
Florida 2.8% 6.2%
Massachusetts 2.6% 2.1%
Missouri 2.5% 1.9%

Source: CRS; population data from U.S. Bureauha Census; funding data calculated from data provided by
the U.S. Department of Transportation.

Notes: Population shares are based on 2Qibpulation estimates, used as being roughly the midpoint of the
FY2009F Y2038 period. Share of total funding calctgal after every grant was coevted to constant 2019
dollars.

Urban Randid e@r ant s

Anotchagrelssdiomacti ve, in place since tshhealslecond
ensure an appropriate balancaerahDOddhessing the
responded to this directive in different ways o013

XVV_ _XVW\

In the first year (FY2009) of the pr o@ mam, 7% o f
t henCongress hapedi f e csthoadrnet hggaftmatmt funding go t o
located in rural areas. That ¢ hadBEQH IASIXUHpi call y
).

The definition of rural BUWIAL I r(Graann ta rperacc g ruasm dh absy
from that wused by the U.S Census Bureau. The Ce
X Urbanized Areas of 50,000 or more people;

X Urban Clusters of at l east 2,500 and less th

Rural areas azgeecdefnatdi nsl tbhedewithin an urban
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this definition, 81 % of the U.S. popul ation 1
e 2MN13 Pperiod.

r most of its history, the TIGER/BUILD progran
banized Area, and rtUWrrbaaln aGlewsst earss eavse rdyet thii megd eb
reaud hmemes i dered rural areaByfohipudedsastodnty |
% of the U.S. population rleiavse dfDiunm2iOnrgb.aathear e a s
riod-FFYR20016% proportion of TIGER/BUILD grant {1
ral areas as demméascdr bd twwhe2 @t d®gddmldros ,

Table 5.Annual Rural/Urban Distribution in TIGER/BUILD Applications and Awards

Share of Funding Requested for Share of Funding Awarded to
Fiscal Year Projects in Rural Areas Projects in Rural Areas
2009 26% 7%
2011 37% 25%
2012 37% 29%
2013 35% 26%
2014 27% 24%
2015 32% 39%
2016 35% 21%
2017 44% 65%
2018 54% 69%
Total 31% 34%

Source: CRS, based on data provided by tHeS.Department of Transportation.

Notes: In 2009 and 2010, roughly 10% of the applications were for projects that DOT categoszed a

"XUEDQ UXUDO p )RU SXUSRVHV RI WKLY WDEOH KDOI RI WKH IXQGLQJ IRU W
category for 2009 and 201 assessing thtietal UXUDO VKDUH HDFK \HDU:V UHTXHVWYV DQG DZD
to constant 2019 dollars.

SU. S. Census Bureau, “New Census Data Show Differences Bet v
CB16-210, December 8, 201Bttps://www.census.gonewsroonmpressrelease®016£b16210.htm| most recent

data.

u. S. Department of Transportation, Of fice of tfhe Secretary
Transportation’s National Infrastructure Investments Under

Re

lated Agencies Appropriations Bedaral RegisteB0270,Uine1,2010, Pr oj ect s

https://docs.regulations.justia.cantries201006-01201013078.pdf Si mi l ar |l anguage was include
notice through FY2018.

8Calculated by CRS wus i regentlishofall Grean areasfroBur e au’ s mo s t
https://www2.census.gov/geo/docs/reference/ua/

9 Calculation by CRS.
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Figure 1.Annual Share of TIGER/BUILD Funding for Projects in Rural Areas

80%
70%

60%
50% /
40% —

30% /_\ i

20%

10%

0%
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

e Applied For Awarded

Source: CRS, based on data provided by theSUDepartment of Transportation

XVW]XVWA

the’sp2dgr7aMotice of FundinBEr Opp oAd minn it syt n aNtOiF ¢
ounced that it would give s p’Nwialatdomsaide fatri
s special consideration has beédWhigieoemngl put ¢
percent’s ofop hieasniaidm orlhur al areas, 51 percent o
urred o(n2Orli4r)a.l” roads

In announcing the FY2017 round of a“ar &sf,f otrlte Se
was ma ée [tam creeitnhvee summeenrt 1 n —t adrdarle scso nonvuenril toioekse d

nee®Fhis assertion thamtvetshaneamthdd Whentumdhsport :
communities was reiterated in the FY2018 NOFO; t
NOFO, but that documeomts irdecirtaetriaotne switlh a tb es pgei cvieanl
applications from rural areas.

O = o -
o oD BB

o

Under thishegqreowp protlieny, off program funding request
in the FY2016 round to 44% in the FY20tl1d round,
rural areas r1ose/OBEQHN Anld% hteor 6f5a% t(foslreued had d mtalyi ¢ a
shiftthat althoughfuouhdiamoanai bdbpkeann the FY2O0I
was the same as in the previous couple of rounds
funding arpopplpieedd sfiogrn idf,i cpaanrttliyc uilna rFIYy2 ODEQMH ur ban o
Why that happened is mnot clear. The &ulr)r,ent sur f
which was enact,d admeabeacaeambraw2dilscretionary gra

10y.S. Department of Transportation, Office of the Secretary of Transportation, NbEcading Opportunity for the
Department of Transportation’s National Infrastructure Inv
82 Federal Register 42426, September 7, 20tt@s://www.govinfo.gowontentpkgFR-201709-07 jpdf/2017

19009.pdf
11 pid.

2y. s. Secretary of Transportation Elaine Chao, “BUI LD Gr an!
https://www.transportation.gdwiefing-roombuild-grantsannouncement
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surface trthmombi maetdn evw jt lho wehfee 8 2 6 a mi md x D mu m

TI GER/ BUI LD gtramk ioenfi fAeYs2t0tli/at may hlmove lkkaxpeannpawvso:
projwhitcep faen located in urban areas, to seek fu
rather than from the TIGER/BUILD program.

Table 6.TIGER/BUILD Funding RequestTrend FY2015 -FY2018
(in millionsof nominal dollark
Amount of Funding Applied For
Amount of
Fiscal Year Funding Available Rural Urban Total

2015 $500 $3,178 $6,897 $10,075

2016 500 3,304 6,009 9,313

2017 500 2,677 3,470 6,147

2018 1,500 5,850 5,074 10,924

Source: CRS, based on data provided by the U.S. Departmeirafisportation.
Notes: The amount of funding available is the program funding appropriated by Congress.

The Admi B3i stmadattidomationales for prioritizing furt

to quWktlhien71% 8f rohdrsmraarlie ommrneas, they account f
vehicle mitPaded ovawedlkdF,YHp2eOliS,d 3F7Y2 000f9 federal hig
went to YRuwraal rromaddés. are on averageinn2bl2ter co
93% of t hleewethiaztel end on rural roads were on 71 o0a
acceptable or good, compared with %8% of the vet
ThAad mi ni s'stcrlaatiimont hat safety Hfahdtramss ojfuBtUILYP Ggirmad
rur ali eanrl eya spsauwrptpidanitleyd a il aWHiel cdada adi spfoportionate

hi ghwa yo cdescmamt hrsu r,a It hraota dpsr so ploe e¢ n otnr e,n ddiencgl idnoiwnngwa r d
amound 60% 1 nt 6h% iena r210yl 72.0 OTGhse f mtuanbietri eosf it m arfd
lined by -21081% ,f rwohm 12¢0 0t8he mnumber of fatalities
t he €Monree opveerri,odr.oad conditions are only one
of hi ghwarye afsa teaxlcieteidess tihne rsuhraarle aof popul at
rs 1ncl u(dee. gd.r,i vheirg hbeerh atvyipoircal speeds, | ower
r f attyipguea lrlayt elsomgmer genovyegl me¢edimesl foare, an
t1on.

o "o o< o
5 =0 ® 00

the FY2019 DOT apmadpriambiohanget, tBanhgmeyscoc
mi ni §st rdaitsicome t i on to steer funding toward proj
ogram funding that canggogebhmpflabnbaaasantdor fi€
awssed in the BUILD progr am. Urbaat ad ewist lwiom 1 do 1

N"O}’—‘ O Q-h®»n O b

13 Federal Highway Administratiomjighway Statistics 2015.3.1: Table VML: Annual Vehicle Disince Traveled in
Miles and Related Data2017,https://www.fhwa.dot.goyolicyinformationsétatistics2017/

14 CRS Report R4525®Rural Highwaysby Robert S. Kirk

15 Department of Transportatiod)15 Conditions and Performance Rep@&xhibit 36 Percentages of Vehicle Miles
Traveled on Pavements with Good and Acceptable Ride @bgliEunctional System, 20022012, FHWAPL-17-
001, no publication date, but approximately December 2016,
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policy/2015cpr/chap3.cfm#_Toc463559341

16 National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Traffic Safety Facts: Rural/Urban Comparison of Traffic Fatalities,
June 2019, p. https://crashstats.nhtsa.dot.gépi/ Pulic/ViewPublication812741
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the boundardeoifgnat €édnsmubanized area that had a
in the 207'A0 el@wtnsiude that are considered rural. B
the U.S. population lived in urba%lharseas,omend r c
areas that 1in previous rounds of applnoations W
be considered rural for tHhoew pthripo seisangfe twhe |BUWIfI
distribution of funds in FY2019 and subsequent

Grants to a Variety of Modes

Since the second year of DtOhfeo msrwrga atmh a tCotnhga eprso g
makdsmvestment in a variAtwniodud rfamastpwrae adfi otnh anol
program is 1its flexibility:isaneyl isguirbflaec ef otrr afnusnpdoir
Throughout mo3$st loifff dtehxet Ibpirdoigtrya nhas been reflected
while road projects received moherftmddesrngitvkdiry
r e c etiwtoechdiorfd st he t ot al( spdrBoEEDrHa ml' hfiusn Hsaint gueadt iboeng i nni n ¢
with th?2 FoX@ddf oFfY2HFIY2A6 5§, road opveorltelcwosd sr ecfei ve
the funding awarded, wigt hf otuhre ortehneari mmdoedre sd,i voindee do
bicypelde st r i—-arne cperiovjiencgt sno funding at all

Table 7. Percentage of TIGER/BUILD Grant Funding by Mode

Fiscal Years Road Transit Rail Bike/Ped Port/Maritime
20092016 33% 27% 21% 7% 11%
20172018 71% 8% 10% 0% 10%

Source: CRS, based ob.S.Department of Transportatiordata

Notes: Percentages were calculated after all grants were converted to constant 2019 dGltargs for

planning of projectare not included in this table. Grants for project planning were authorized by Congress and
were awardedby DOT in FY2010 and FY20i1# total the amountsepresened less than 1% of total funding for
the FY2009-Y2016 periodln FY2018 Congress again auirzed DOT to make grants for planning of projects;

no applications for planning grants were received and no planning grants were awarded.

Distri Ragudone merrstuss Economic Impact 1in
GraAWwards

From the first round of funding through FY2017,
projects that will hmnavteli oan,s iag nmeftircoapnotl iitnapna catr eoan,
transportation projects tplhatt mnartei dllnigk eolry etvoe nh aav e
multistate region, are t yApmtcimalkHydgaean tRi expefivnwve
Project, to replace the deteriorating tunnels t1
Hudson River betwe&aorNegwideestymand®New cost ove
u. s. Department of Transportation, Of fice of the Secretar;
the Department of Transportation’s National Infrastructure
2019, C.3.11i: R u FFedefral Régisteh6833, Dperilf28, 2019, i o n , 8 4

https://www.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/docs/sutg8icfy-2019-build-nofo-fr.pdf.

BCalculated by CRS using the Census Bureau’s list of all u
https://mww2.census.gov/geo/docs/reference/ua/

19U.S. Department of Transportatiorgderal Railroad AdministratioRraft Environmental Impact Statement:
Executive Summayry S. 3. 3. 2, “Preferred Alternative Cost,” June 2017
https:/ivww.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/docs/subdoc/3920/3 build-nofo-fr.pdf.
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Given the relatively modest amounts of funding a
and Cosdgrreescst i ve that grant funding be awarded e
and urban areas, and amongmeunfaocf mMomnaypomnyasinu
project is likely toTl&ERII Bpbrlolghrminbet ialchree atbh d n t ay
small share of the prumjde extguhlmtdvieeadtead sti @ na dmplaentte i m
nation. The largest singlRYZXGlahtp arwiaad ewa sd ufram g$
million, and that was aftoers 7&) E@Mfhorjecec tg rtahnatts shpaawvnen ebc
awarded for more than $100 million; of the 553 g
millOf ol Hargest grants awarded, mnine were awarde
wheanvai fabdviesg far |l arger théi¢ndPEQHuwygn suboswghhemhe
maximum grant size pferronmm tR¥2d0 wh st &8 20V2 0mliJ 1lamd $ 1
FY20tltbe 1 ar ges tsi maea nhaswiRed end § 1 i on

Table 8.Ten Largest Grant Awards
(in millions of constant 2019 dollays

Grant Amount State(s) Mode Fiscal Year
$118.5 TN, AL Rail (freight) 2009
112.9 IL Rail (freight) 2009
110.6 OH, PA, WV, MD Rail (freight) 2009
93.7 NY Transit 2009
71.1 AZ Transit 2009
66.4 DC, VA,MD Transit 2009
62.6 MA Transit 2009
56.4 MO, KS Transit 2009
55.8 OK Road 2009
53.3 GA Transit 2010

Source: CRS, based on data provided by the U.S. Department of Transportation.

The first year of gragntasntzbmiol$BBwngt henlaulgeses
of funding, the average size of ngrlaanntdsn $iln7 ¢ a
milli odDEQBHereaddition to the |l ower hemfacoonrt
that may have led to the decrease in the ave
amount of TIGER/BUILD gr anutntfiun dFaYe2g0lle8y a it Abh
the amounts &@@AT FnYa2y0 Ol9a, ve chosenit oomdhcr tsanadil trr ig
available funding widely.

q
c
h
r
e
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Table 9.Average Grant Size PerYear, FY2009 -FY2018
(in millions ofconstant2019 dollar$

Total Amount Awarded in Number of Grants Average Grant

Fiscal Year Grants Awarded Amount
2009 $1,69 51 $33.2
2010 642 41 15.6
2011 559 46 122
2012 526 47 11.2
2013 493 52 9.5
2014 619 41 151
2015 511 39 131
2016 512 40 128
2017 499 41 12.2
2018 1,50k 91 16.5
Total 7,55/ 489 155

Source: CRS, based ob.S.Department of Transportatiordata
Notes: Planning grants, which were awarded in FY2010 and FY2014, are not included.

n a 2014 revijtchwe oU. St.h eGopvreorgntmaermt Accountability
hat while DOT had selection criteria for the TI
rants -rtamm kleadwemr ojects -whnkedbppepecng Wighont e
idadsose,nrg questions about tHROT nrtesgrande d ft itate v
t project rtankingsrevleatee bacridt omi a,r asmsplhrasatsa
m ct, somet i me sraintk ilnagd ptroo j-seemlkes mtg vliemwehri gb e ¢ o mp
i other selection criteria established by Cor
e een rural ®and urban awards.

=)

At t e mpntc rtedalsee oI r'sfun dileg er a ge
In FY2ONo&.,i cttheof Funding ©Oppottappliycasplongstnate.
the progr dmumbpndidmri stthreati on: the program was 7T1ena
Investments to Leverage Development (BUILD), a n d
waas statlante nDOFgi wo updi or it yt lhport ogwriadnetd anpepw,i cnaonntfse d
revenue for projects for whNelw tkeowgsaswdedi nedknsg
“revenue that 1is not included in current and pro
adtons taken to increase tr PIExmoangthateino ni ni ntfhrea sntortn
included sales or giasctaemenmcfiiemarsi,ng.oldndgagsda
Borrowing (issuing bonds) dD@Waoldconantcensadace:
sourcevefiuebd¢ hmta hparkdiodd wteadr yad , n@&Wlsevenue.

20U.S. Government Accountability Offic8urface Transportation: Actions Needed to Improve Documentation of Key
Decisions in the TIGER Discretionary Grant PrograBAO-14-628R, May 28, 2014.

2Lbid., p. 6.
2yU. S. Department of Transportation, Of fice of the Secreta

r L
the Department of Transportation’s National oisiAdr astructure
2 0 1 8 Fé&dera& Registet8651 (April 27, 2018), p. 18660itps://www.govinfo.gowontentpkg/FR-201804-27/

pdf/201808906.pdf
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ThAd mi ni stration presented this new stance as a

funding to raise more crcevehundagdhéedgmhnaatdhwezre ds osutractees
and localities that had already acted to raise 1
noted theAdmiomiysctarffotuih@rngai mdz Isaacaatleist désttonaplk ovide
revefnoreans pion vt @ ¢vihmefio h gr e s s hadi bereama suen atbHe fteoder
excise tax on motor fuel, the primasyvynseurce of
199CGr.itics thhtagwvonohgdponbddagi onalnewveamecds om

posed a particul arasc htahlel ennugneb efro ro fr urreasli daernetass ,wh o
tax or highway toll #£s by definition relatively
Dspite that concern, ipnr otjheec tFsY 2i0Onl 8r urgohutnrda roefa sa wrae:
proportion ’soff urhei pg otghaam ever before in the his
7TDEQHhe infor matican sabewteitvhengprgajants 1is not s u:
how much a deddietriaoln arle ancosmaa ¢ wn s ¢ o n n elcnt itohne tFoY 2t0hle9 p

DOT Appropriations Aato,t €on girsdss sarbdiiamatdyti etdon PeOeTn e r
nonf erdeevreanlue as a selection crit®®rion in approvi
MeasurBsogfam I mpact

In 0hd MO published reports measuring the per
TIGER grantstaffde, rgpoenstthlrataracaany rmdc @oirwg eklt GER

measuring their performance is challenging and,
grantees to develop performance plans and measur
construction of itnhge fporro jyeecatr sa nadf tcebhnettihnpuo ps oj e of
each project 1s responsibliet fcoan ssiedetrisn gr. eulpe waem tf ¢
There is no requirement for comparability of the

ThBOT epomtot dammarize the projects and their be
number of case studies of individual projects, i
each grantee.

BTransportation for Americajn“fThemeT I GRARrptogham2Dd8no more
http://t4america.org/2018/04/20/tigprogramno-name/

2«“National Infr asR.L 1166¢Divisien GI-Trangpsrtatiorg HMousing and Urban Development,
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2019, Title I, Department of Transportation Office of thargecre

25 Department of Transportatio|GER Performance Measurement Biennial Report 2016
https://www.transportation.goadministrationsoffice-policy/tiger-performancaneasuremenrbienniatreport2016

26 Department of Transportatio|/GER Performance Measurement Biennial Report 2018
https://www.transportation.goadministrationgiffice-policy/tiger-performancaneasuremenrbienniatreport2018
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Appendix. TI GER/ BUI LD Gr ant

,P rFoYeFr 040 1C i t e r

Table A -1. TIGER/BUILD Grant Program Criteria, FY2009 -FY2019
(dollar figures are not adjusted for inflatipn
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Funding $1.5 $600 million | $600 $528 $500 $600 million | $500 $500 $500 $1.5 billion | $900

billion million million million million million million million

Eligible State and local governments, including U.S. territories, tribal governments, transit agencies, port authorities, metmanoiiiag organizations (MPOs)

applicants other political subdivisions atate or local governments, and muttte or multijurisdictional pups applying through a single lead applicant

Eligible Include, but are not limited to (1) highway, bridge, or other road projects eligible uiiler 23, United States Cqdg) public transportation projects

projects eligible under chapter 53 dfitle 49, United States Cqod8) passenger and freight rail transportation projects; (4) port infrastructure investments

(including inland port infrastructure and land ports of entry), and (5) intermodal projects.

Planning Up to $35 Up to $35 Up to $15 million for
million for million for project planning,
project project preparation, or design.
plannng, planning,
preparation, preparation,
or design. or design.

Federal share| Up to Up to 80% (up to 100% in rural areas)

of total cost 100%

Available to Up to Up to $150 million Up to Up to Up to 35% Up to 20% ($100 million) Up to 20% | Up to 20%

pay subsidy | $200 $175 $166 ($210 ($300 ($180

and million million million million) million) million)

administrative
costs of TIFIA
loans

CRS-14
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2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Grant size Minimum | Minimum $10 million for urban areas, $1 million for rural areas. Maximum $20{ Minimum Minimum $5 million for urban areas, $1
$20 million. $5 million | million for rural areas. Maximum $25
million; for urban million.
maximum areas, $1
$300 million for
million. rural areas.
Minimum Maximum
can be $100
waived million.
for
projects
in smaller
cities,
regions,
or states.
Maximum No more | No more than 25% No more No more than 10%
share to a than 20% than 20%
single state ($300
million)
Geographic DOT mustensure an equitable geographic distribution
distribution
Urban/ DOT must ensure an appropriate balance in addressing the needs of urban and rural areas.
rural split Not less than $140 Not less than $120 million for projects | Not less than 20% ($100 million) for | Not less Not less
million for projects in rural areas. projects in rural areas. than 30% | than 50%
rural areas. (%450 ($450
million) for | million) for
projectsin | projects in
rural areas | rural areas
By mode DOT must ensure an appropriate balanceimfestment in a variety of modes

Source: CRS, based on DOT appropriation acts and Notice of Funding Availability/Opportunity noticeskedeeal Registearious years.

Notes: In 2010 and 2018, planning, preparation, or design of sutfansportation projects (including environmental analysis, feasibility studies, and other
preconstruction activities) was included as an eligible expense; in these years, DOT categorized grants for such pur@®&eD a3 Q L QUIFIAU&EepsWo\thauU.S.
DOT loan program created by the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act.
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